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Application/Control Number: 10/600,323 Page 
Art Unit: 2674 

DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 



1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informality: spelling 
error. Appropriate correction is required. On the 5 th page of the specification, the 
3 rd line of the 6 th paragraph states: "...but not limited to, mains power." The 
examiner suggests changing the sentence to read: "...but not limited to, main 
power." 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Belmont etal. (US Patent 6,119,172). 

Belmont et al. disclose a system comprising: a television (TV) comprising 
a TV display screen (Figure 1 , items 14 and 12. The examiner's interpretation is 
that item 12, shown as an output, could be a TV display screen); a personal 
computer (PC) comprising a PC display screen (Figure 1, items 16 and 24. The 
examiner's interpretation is that item 24 contains a display screen that is the PC 
display screen); a processor in communication with said TV display screen and 
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said PC display screen (Figure 1, item 24. Item 24 is interpreted by the examiner 
as possessing a processing unit), said processor being operative to process TV 
signals for viewing TV images in three display formats, a first display format for 
displaying said TV images on said TV display screen (Column 2, lines 1-5 where 
is states "...operable in television mode" is interpreted by the examiner as 
meaning that the TV images can be displayed on the TV display screen), a 
second display format for displaying said TV images in a window on said PC 
display screen (Column 2, lines 1-5 where is states "...operable in... a 
television/computer mode" is interpreted by the examiner to mean that the TV 
images are displayed in a window on the computer), and a third display format 
for displaying said TV images on said PC display screen so as to appear similar 
to said TV images displayed on said TV display screen (Column 2, lines 1-5 
where it states "...operable in a television mode" is interpreted by the examiner to 
mean that TV images can be displayed on the PC display screen in that mode), 
and a user switching interface connected to at least one of said PC display 
screen, said PC, and TV display screen and said TV, for selecting one of said 
three display formats (column 4, lines 40-45 where it states "including a 
controlled device for controlling the elective interfacing between said television 
and said computer"). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 



5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 
148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for 
determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at 
issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 2- 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Belmont et al. (US Patent 6,1 19,172) in view of Brusky et al. (US Patent 

6,262,713). 

Belmont et al. teach all of the limitations of claims 2-4 except wherein said 
user switching interface comprises a keyboard, mouse or remote control device. 
Brusky et al. teach of a user switching interface comprising of a keyboard, mouse 
or remote control device (Figure 2, items 38, 40 and 18. Column 3 lines 50-55 it 
states "...and remote controls for remote input 18" meaning that item 18 is a 
remote input device. Column 4 lines 33-40 it states "Computer system 10 
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includes... a hardwire keyboard 38, mouse 40..."). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art to combine the teaching of Brusky et 
al. with the system of Belmont et al. in order to allow for different ways in which 
the user of the system can switch between the different display modes. 



6. Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Belmont et al. (US Patent 6,1 19,172) in view of the applicant's admittance of 
prior art. 

Regarding claim 5, Belmont et al. teach all of the limitations of claim 5 
except wherein said processor comprises a module embodied. on a printed circuit 
board. The applicant's admittance to prior art teaches of a processor comprising 
a module being embodied on a printed circuit board on page 1 of the 
specification, 2 nd paragraph where it is stated: "Some systems permit displaying 
TV images on a TV screen from a PC equipped with a printed circuit board (PCB) 
that includes components for receiving TV signals and decoding signals for 
display on the screen." Therefore it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary 
skill" in the art to combine the teaching of the prior art with the TV/PC 
convergence device of Belmont et al. in Order to allow for easier integration of the 
module into the system. 

Regarding claim 6, Belmont et al. clearly teach wherein said module is 
installed in said PC (Column 1 lines 23-24: "The convergence of the personal 
computer and the television into a single device..." The examiner interprets this 
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that since there is only one device the module would have to be stored inside of 
it, that device including the PC). 

7. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Belmont et al. (US Patent 6,1 19,172) and the applicant's admittance of prior art 
as applied to claims 1 and 5, and further in view of Farrow et al. (US Patent 
6,680,843). 

Belmont et al. and the applicant's admittance to prior art teach all of the 
limitations of claim 7 except wherein said module is installed in a PC monitor 
associated with said PC display screen. Farrow teaches of a computer system 
wherein all of the components are located in the PC monitor (Column 1 , lines 20- 
25 states "In unitary systems, as the term in here used, information handling 
element of the system such as the central processor, associated memory, drives 
and options such as modems or network interface cards ar.e housed in a 
common housing with the display or monitor."). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art to combine the teaching of Farrow with 
the processor comprising a module embodied on a printed circuit board from 
claim 5 and the system from claim 1 in order to create a unitary computer system 
that takes up less desk space and allows easier portability. 

8. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Belmont et al. (US Patent 6,1 19,172) and the applicant's admittance of prior art 
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as applied to claims 1 and 5, and further in view of Ishikawa et al. (US Patent 
6,526,516). 

Belmont et al. and the applicant's admittance to prior art teach all of the 
limitations of claim 8 except of a system further comprising a first power source 
connected to said module, and a general power source operative to power said 
PC, wherein the first power source is operative to supply power to said module 
independently from said general power source even when said general power 
source does not supple power to said PC. Ishikawa teaches of two devices that 
are interconnected containing different power sources such that the devices can 
be run independently of each other in Figure 1 . Item 123 of the figure represents 
an AC adapter which is connected to item 117 that represents a printer, which is 
then connected to item 109, a digital camera, which contains item 108 a battery. 
In column 1 lines 1-3 it is stated: This invention relates to a power control 
system and method for supplying power to a system to which a plurality of 
devices are connected." The examiner understands this to mean that items 117 
and 109 could be any number of devices such as a personal computer and a 
processor, where the AC adapter, item 123, powers the computer and item 108, 
the battery, could power the processor independently from the AC power source. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art to 
combine the teaching of Ishikawa with the processor comprising a module 
embodies on a printed circuit board from claim 5 and the system from claim 1 in 
order to allow for the television to be in function while the computer device aspect 
is turned off which would allow for less power to be consumed by the system. 
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9. Claims 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the primary Belmont et al. (US Patent 6,119,172) in view of Ishikawa (US 
Patent 6,526,516). 

Regarding claim 9, Belmont teaches of a system comprising: a module 
installed in a PC operative to output TV signals in a format suitable for display on 
a TV screen (Column 2 lines 55-57 where it states: "When in typical television 
mode, information received from TV/video/data source 22 is displayed on a 
display device of TV 14." The examiner interprets this as saying that the TV/PC 
convergence device disclosed by the primary contains a module in its PC that 
can output TV signals to a TV screen). Belmont fails to teach of a first power 
source connected to said module; and a general power source operative to 
power said PC, wherein said first power source is operative to supply power to 
said module independently from said general power source even when said 
general power source does not supply power to said PC. Ishikawa teaches of 
two separate power sources such that can be run independently of each other in 
Figure 1 as explained in the rejection of claim 8. Item 123 of the figure 
represents an AC adapter which is connected to item 117 that represents a 
printer, which is then connected to item 109, a digital camera, which contains 
item 108 a battery. In column 1 lines 1-3 it is stated: This invention relates to a 
power control system and method for supplying power to a system to which a 
plurality of devices are connected." The examiner understands this to mean that 
items 117 and 109 could be any number of devices such as a personal computer 
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and a processor, where the AC adapter, item 123 powers the computer and item 
108, the battery could power the processor independently from the AC power 
source. Therefore it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art 
to combine the teaching of Ishikawa with the TV/PC convergence device of 
Belmont in order to allow to the independent function of the two devices (the 
television and the computer) such that one could watch television without the 
computer having to be on therefore saving power. 

Regarding claim 10, Belmont and Ishikawa teach all of the limitations of 
claim 10. Wherein said first power source comprises a battery is taught in 
Ishikawa Figure 1, item 108, which shows a battery. Therefore it would have 
been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art to combine the teaching of 
Ishikawa with the first power source of claim 9 in order to allow for a smaller 
power source that would take up less space. 

Regarding claim 11, Belmont teaches outputting television (TV) signals in 
a format suitable for display on a TV screen from a module installed on a 
personal computer (PC) (Column 2 lines 1-5 where it states, "The present 
invention further provides a TV/PC convergence device operable in a television 
mode. . . " The examiner interprets this as meaning that it the device is capable of 
being operable in a television mode it must also possess a method of outputting 
those signals for display on a TV screen from the computer containing a 
processor). Belmont, however, fails to teach of said module being powered by a 
first power source independent from a general power source of said PC. 
Ishikawa teaches of two separate power sources such that can be run 
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independently of each other in Figure 1 . Item 123 of the figure represents an AC 
adapter which is connected to item 1 17 that represents a printer, which is then 
connected to item 109, a digital camera, which contains item 108 a battery. In 
column 1 lines 1-3 it is stated: "This invention relates to a power control system 
and method for supplying power to a system to which a plurality of devices are 
connected." The examiner understands this to mean that items 117 and 109 
could be any number of devices such as a personal computer and a processor, 
where the AC adapter, item 123 powers the computer and item 108, the battery 
could power the processor independently from the AC power source. Therefore 
it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art to combine the 
teaching of Ishikawa with the TV/PC convergence device of Belmont et al. in 
order to allow to the independent function of the two devices (the television and 
the computer) such that one could watch television without the computer having 
to be on, therefore saving power. 

Regarding claim 12, Belmont and Ishikawa teach all of the limitations of 
claim 12. The method according to claim 1 1 , further comprising displaying said 
TV signals as a TV picture on a TV screen is taught by Belmont et al. (Column 2, 
lines 1-5 where it states "The present invention further provides a TV/PC 
convergence device operable in a television mode..." is interpreted by the 
examiner to mean that if the device is operable in television mode it must provide 
a method for displaying the TV signals as a TV picture on the TV screen). 

Regarding claim 13, Belmont and Ishikawa teach all of the limitations of 
claim 12 as presented in claim 1 1 . Ishikawa further teaches of outputting said TV 
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signals to said TV screen while the PC is turned off (Figure 1 as described in the 
section regarding claim 11, shows item 108 being a battery and item 123 as an 
AC adapter for providing 2 separate power supplies in that one could be on and 
one could be off, it would have been obvious to "one of ordinary skill" in the art to 
combine the method provided in claim 1 1 of having 2 power sources with 
Ishikawa's teaching of having one power source off while the other was still on in 
order to provide a power saving feature where the TV can be supplied with a 
signal regardless of whether the PC is on or off. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Brusky US Patent 6,285406 and Naiff US Patent 
5,982,363. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Stephen G. Sherman whose telephone 
number is (571) 272-2941. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8:00 
a.m. -4:30 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached on (571) 272-7603. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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